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• The. following report is certain to evpke controversy. ' Some wilV nytike 
the findings. Others will quarrel with the methodology^ Still othemwilV 
argue that higher educatipn should not concern i-tself with'the equity ^o1 
monetary benefits flow. We believe .the value to policymakers of this analysis 
far^<lutweighs suc^i disagreements. • - . ' . 

The fact that families with annual incomes >from" $5;000 - $15,000 subsidize 
l»igher.edu0ti^n^or those aj^^ and those below may be perceived as irrelevant 
.OfJ^unimport^nt.^UTdo not agree.. ^We believe. that the net benefits flow should 
•be at-least/as lar'ge for low income groups as for. high income groups. In light 
of the t2(x- structure,' thts definition of equity .suggests t'hat direcirtnstitutional 
subsidies be reduced and need based, student aid increased. While we believe there 
' "^^shduld.be continued institfUti(|Tal subsidies to provide support for^public higher^ 
education, reduction of <the !rubsidy levej is nepssary over time if current 
- y inequt^i^iare to.be addressed, this rabvemeht is. indicated by ahalyzing 

participation' rates in the collegiate sector, which clearly show lower* income * 
students ire under^resehted in the aggregate in spite of the fact that they , 
b4r a disproportionately heavy effective tax burden. ^ 

The inequities are compounded by the fact that lower income students are_^ 
enrolled disproportionately in institutions which receive less per student ^ ^ 
support f^oro the state. Therefore, these lower income students receive less 
net beriefits f rom^ the state even when they do participate in'the system. This 
tflff^rentjallias' been justified /by the'need to spend different sums to support 
institutions with different missions.' However, we' wouTii^rgue that for basic 
instructional serVices such differentiation instate institutional Subsidy is • 



fnequitable. A rfifire appropriate strategy would be to charge add'itional tuition 
•fb'r iiTsS^itlons/ which have real or perceived quality advantages and t:o provide 
aid. for t^ibse ^ho-are academically '^aTified but lack the financial means to 
attend these institutions. ^ = 

: Those who will disagree with^the analytical techniques used in this report 
have a legitimate concern in that t+ie analysis is not longitudinal. However, 
no one. has been able to provide a good assessment of the longitudinal personal 

or societal benefits of a college degree since its worth will vary with factors 

■ » , ' , »- 

such as the state of- the economy. While we would agree thajt.^^ longitudinal 

■ ■ : ' ' ' '! 

assesSm'ent would be help^fuh we believe that a one-year a ss6ssi^ient provides an 
appropriate framework for debate of the equity issue. . • 

'We have made every effort to eliminate teehnfcaf errors that existed in 
previous net benef ft, analyses. We have related tax rates to the proportion 
of the state's budget ^oing to support higher education. We have included 
Federal student aid programs, to the degree possible given available data, to 
better* understand the state system. We have also attempted to portray the 
impact a change in t+ie New Jersey tax collection system would have on cost/ 
benefit relationships in higher education. While acknowledging that the data 
are n(Jt perfect, we believe the trends that emerge are correct. 

'Finally, we believe higher education must be concerned with the flow 
of monetary net benefits. Institutions in New Jersey have taken formal positions 
endprsing a state income tax on the ground that the current tax system not only 
provides inadequate resources to the state and is inelastic, but also because 
the system is regressive. We applaud this initiative. Cencurrently, we 
believe'the academic conmunity must examine the equity of monetary net benefits^ 
resulting from the current allocation pattern of state resources to higher 
education. It is true that~ utilization of an equity standard may indicate the 



need to adjust allocation patterns with the result that some institutions ^1.1 
recelvje. smal 1 er direct institu,5ion|il subsidies. However difficult, it is 
imperative that the higher education connunity examine this issue wi^h the' 
same analytical and objective talents that are applied to classroom discussions 
If it is legitimate to raise jj^f^^rw^ about the inequities which are present in 
other social programs, it i^<noj[^nte11ectualTy^^^ to erect bjirriers to 

analyzing the equity issue as it applies to higher education. 

The following analysis is not the final answer. In the end, value 
judgment^ must^ be made about the relative impoi^anj^ of equity^and about the 

y 1 

soJtftions that should be adopted to al leviate/obyibus .inequities. This report 
should help by illuminating problems with thi current financing sysliem and by 
providing a foundation for appropriate issue-oriented debate, / 

■ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ 

Andrew Lupton ^ 
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INTRODUCTION AND t^URPOSE 

The appropriation of public fun^s in support*of any individual^industVy 
or social service produces a redistribution of real income. The nature of the 
income redistribution. effects resulting from state support of higher education 
constitutes the main subject of this paper. Public monies expended by New Jersey 
through the Department of Higher Education are analyzed by comparing' the benefits 
received'and costs inc^jrred by various income groups. A detemfination is then 
made of the extent to which the current financing system transfers income from 
onff group to another. Components ^)f the financing, system are. considered 
individually to asc-ertd4ii-^he4r effect on ^Vf^] results. 

Three policy qjiestions of con$idera^>^^gnif icance rest on the findings of^ 
' this type of analysis. - ^ ' . . 

- Who benefits from, and who pays for, higher education? 

(This t^uastion was specifically stated/in tf!e charge given to this 
Commission ^om the Board of. Higher /ducatimi. ) , 

- Is .the redistribution of income between ^given groups and families in 
accord with the goals set forth in the New Jersey Master Plan? 

- How can these'^stated public policy goals be better attained thrdugh changes 
in existing fioancing strategies? 

' The distribution of higher education costs and bei^efits has been the 

subject of several' earlier studies, ^eter Maohlus, Douglas Windham, ^urton 
wl^sbrod and W. Lee Hansen have pr^lded useful frameworks for such an analysis^ 
through* their work in New York, Florida and California respectively. All monetary 
benefits accruing from the system under review and the costs associated with 
these subsicjies are assigned to segments of the^pulation according to income 
level criteria. The amount of publib subsidies received by each income group 
through its students and the taxes paid by'famWies ir! each category in support , 
of higher education are then estimated and co»nl)ared. 

ERIC _ , 1 !• . . 



These studies ca%not be applied directly to -the Niw Jersey System for^ 
severaTreasons. They all* dealt with tuition free public syj^tems and did not 
account for the impact of, state and federal student aid programs. New Jersey 
ddes fiot completSth^ subsidize any col leqi a te_ sector juid conseqyetitly i ts ' 
student aid programs play an important role in the financing strategy;, 
rhey also did not attempt to evaluate the impact of changes in the financing 
scheme. As a policy rec*ommending body, the flew Jersey Commission^ on 
Financing Post-Secondary Education needed the capability to analyze 
alternative financing strategies. ' Th^i^^i sting analytical framework, therefore,- 
^fiad to be expanded to accurately represent the current New Jersey System and 
allow for the needed flexibility to consider alterations in funding approaches. 
(^'"■^^r'Trf^order for this analysis to be pertinent to New Jersey, three types 
of public swsidies to higher education are examined in the following pages.' 



»1. State monies appropriated to a<ll colleges and universities,, excluding 
^the^^College of Medicine and Dentistry, adjusted to reflect only 
undergraduate enrollments in New Jersey; 



, 2. New Jersey expenditures, allocated to higher education students through 
programs of fina^ncial^fl ^ and V 
^3. Federal student aid funds disbursed ttf New Jersey higher education 
stOdents. 



1 

All public subsidy amounts are derived from appropriations for FY 1976. 

State financial aid recipients attending institutions outride of New Jersey 
,are not considered. Data concerning that student population are at present 
insufficient to analyze this infortnation. Independent students receivipg 
financial aid are also not included" because information Shout tbeir annual 
incomes was unavailable. 

' • / . r 
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The an'alysis of these three -types of subsidies focuses on taxpayer equity-- 
a comparison between /(/he monetary benefits received and taxes paid by a given * 
income group- 'The equitable treatment of taxpayers is at the core of attempts 
to design an efficient and fair means of financing post-se^condary edfucation^ • 
Given the social significance attached to higher*education at present, members 
of an income group might well expect to receiv.e subsidies commensurate with^tfve 

,'■■■{: .'.^ . 

» proportion of taxes paid by that group. : ^ . 

Public support for higher education, however, has been alssignea several 
prime objectives which impact on the equitable treatment of taxpayers- Access 
to -higher educatiT)jn for a much larger segment, of the populace\and equal educational 
opportunity amo^ig fts^ cfitizeils have stimulated a broad range of goverrjmental 
support. These objectives have, led t(^ a concerted effort to remove financial 
barriersVwhifih. tiave traditionally kept certain group^^ in society from p||^cip^ting 
in the system. In*, this study, taxpayer equity #s defined as ttj^ riistribution 
of higher education cost:s on the basis of aj>ility to^ pay and £?)mlnensurate'with 
the distribution of higher education subsidies.^ Several of the m^ajor study'^ - /. 
- findinos are summarized below: ^ . • • , '( 

- TJje net result of state support tp /higher education at .the preSent time 
is fo^ redistribute incojne to families^ with incomes below $5,000 a^idjibove 
$15,000 at the expense of thbst earning between $5,000 and $15,000- " y 



- Current inequities/ as described by the redistribution of inoome, are 

' ' ' ' ^ ^ ' ' • ' — '"'t^-' ' 

further aggravated by any increase in^ the pfopqrtion of state frfnds 

appropriated to .irvsti tuttpns rath^ than student^^s* 

- Any rise in the proportion of state higher education, funds allocated 
,to student financial aid and c|{is*tributej according to afmnt procedures 

• ^^ses the distribution of net state subsidies t9,xbB more progressive^* 
A ^najor caifte of pVesent inequities is the/current method for raising ^ 
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revenues in^New Jersey, mainly a regres^ve tax structlHre/ 
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X structure, the' largest per family net state subsidy 

4 ^ 

is'recei^ed by those with^incomes in excess of $25;000. 
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WHO BENEFITS? 



Benefits are defined as any Dublic monies distKibuted to either a New 
Jersey institution of post-secondary education or a*%w Jersey student enrolled 
in post-secondary education. 

These benefits are all considered to-be financial in nature and shortrun 
in Guration. All figure:^ reported as benefits received are derf^ived from funds 
aopronrlated by the New Jersey or the "n1ted States Leaislature for FY 1976. A 
more comolete determinatfon of Ihe benefits received hy 'mv^rqraduatp; students 
could be obtained by exoanding th? time frame to four or five-vears at a minimum. 
However, rates of attrition and transfer would be reouired to imnlement such a 
studv and the necessary data are not available at this time. 

The monetary benefits received from public support for higher etlucat;ion are 
assumed to be exhausted within ORe year. While it is obvious that^Hfetime 
earning differentials and intergenerational transfers are benefits of higher 
education with time frames far in ex^ss of any single year, measurement of 
these long-run benefits is extremely difficult and controversial^ and probably 



more Appropriately determined at* the national level. Furthermore, such a f,t^y 
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would have to be based on a discounted cash. -flow ana^lysis'of the short-term benefits 

Subsidies are made available to students in higher education via two , 
delivery «pechanisms--direct support to institutions and student financial aid. 



Institutional aid consists of any funds flowing from public coffers to institu- 
tions of higher education, less any tuition revenues not retained by the school, 
I The state colleges are the only schools where the actual appropriation is not 
^ adjusted for estimated tuitiofv receiptt. New Jgrsgj^relies very heavily on 



institutional aid to supfwrt oo§t-secondary e 



Ration 



with roughly 90% of the 
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higher education appropriation in FY 1976 taking the form of institutional subsidy.^! 

Federal insti tutioiial aid programs are not analyzed in this paper for iffj^ 
two reasons. The number of agencies administering such programs is so nume^qu^s 
that our afc)ility to collect the necessary data was severely handicapped. Second,- 
the Federal government in recent years has been shifting a larger share of its 
support for post-secondary education into studerrt aicUprograms. 

state Prcxgrams 

t 

Institutional Aid . Since institutional aid benefits accrue to the student 
indirectly through the institution, it is reasonable to assume that all students 
within the recipient institution benefit equally from the subsidy. In reality, 
it is clear that all students do not benefit equally from institutional aid. 
Undergraduates enrolled in high cost programs pay the same tfcition as those in 
lower cost ones while consuming a larger share of the resources. It has yet to 
be established, however, that th#mix by program cost differs substantially 
across income groups. In fact, the unit costs of major programs of study has 
never. been specified in New Jersey. 

For these reasons, bepefit's from institutional aid are derived from the 
sector Appropriation and applied to all students within those institutions. 
Table r computes average per student subsidies in accordance with the assumptions 
and methodology set. forth above. ^ All >^propriations are adjusted by the ^ 
percentage of graduate students enrolled to reflect only* undergraduate support. 



^Source: State of Ji^w Jersey Budget Fiscal 1976-77, Department of Higher 
. Education data, February 3, 1976. 

*Foi" the purposes of this study, NJIT is includecLin the state collqie sector. 
Theiajority of state student financial aid funds could not be'broken out for t^is 
Institution. Although the inclusion of NOIT with the state colleges does not 
substantially alter the results for the sector as a whole, any special characteristics 
of NJIT which contrast with those of the other state colleges art concealed. 
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An per student figures represent full-time equivalencies (FTE)-^ 

As Table 1 illustrates, New Jersey's support level for its institutions 
varies substantially in the aggregate and on a perrStudent basis across institu- 
tional Rectors. The allocation^ of benefits among income groups within any given 
sector is a function of the appropriation aiid composition' of the student body 
as defined by the incomes of their families. Table 2 lists the oercentaqe of 
students ^ each sector from families earning various annual incomes. 



^ ^ Table 1 

The Distribution of State Institutional Aid for 
Undergraduates t)y Sector and Student * 



Sector 




FY 76 
Appropriation* 


• 

Undergraduate 
FTE** 


Subsidy 
Per Student 


Community Colleges 


$ 31,594siy0 
78,422,000 


57,653 


$ 548 


State Colleges 


57,91-9. 


1,354 


Rutgers 




64,362,000 


. * 28,416 


. 2 '265 


Independav 


ts 


4,955,000 


37,826 


131 « 


JOfAL J 




' $179,334,000 
* 


181,814 ^ 


$ 986 



♦Source: State of New Jersey Budget Fiscal 1976-77,^ Department of Higher 
Education 4ata, February. 3, 1976. 

**Source: U.S. HEGIS Form #2300-2.3, "Openi ng /al 1 Enrollment", December, 1975. 

( 



'ice/of 



( 



^The United States Office/of Etjucatlon methodology 1s employed to determine CTE 
figures. The sum of the full-time students and one-third of the part-time 
students yields a full-time equlvajent student figure. 
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Income Distribut 



Table 2 

Families with Students in New Jrfrsey 



y Colleges and Universities by Sector 1 - 




^mily 


Community 


State 






Income . 


Colleges 


Colleges 


P.utqers 


•j Independents 


$0-2,999 


8.5% 


4.4% 


- 3.5i 


1 3.2% 


$3,000-4,999 


4.4 


4.3 


3.2 


J 3.7 . 


$5,000-7,499 


. 8.0 


• 6.2 


5.9 


1 4.7 


$7,500-9,999 


11.4 


11.6 


8:8 


l 7.6 


ilO, 000-14, 999 


27.2 


. 28.7 


26.2 


J 20.6 


$15,000-24,999 


30.6 


33.8 


37.4 


J 32.6 


$25,000 and Over 


9". 9 


11.0 


15.0 


1 27.6 



Source: "An Analysis of the, Family Incomes of Full-Time Coll«iate Students, in 

New Jersey", Commission on Financing Post-Secondary education, Princeton, 
New Jersey, September 1975. 



The benefits 'accruing to each income group from state iriati tutional aid- 
can now be determined by combining the sector appropriation w^th the i^ncome 
distribution of those families with studenis enrolled. For example* if 8. 5% 
of the community college student body is comprised of students from families 



>J|it of 



8.5% of 
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earning less than $3,000, this income group receives the benel 
the state aid disbu^sed to community colleges^ 

The allocation of all state institutional aid by the family income. distribu- 
tion of stiidents is shown in Table 3. The final column in this tablie » \ ' 
displays the income distribution of all .New Jersey residents as compileekby^lte 
United States Census in 1970^ These^ figures are essential for the evaluation 
of the percentage of total institutional aid benefits listed for each Income 
group. They include both* families with and Without children in college 
and represent the most up-to-date and reliable income information available 
for the New Jersey population. * ' 

, It t* clear from comparing the percentage of total benefits received by an 
IncoSe^roup to the percentage of New Jersey fam^liesjrithin the group that the 
'four lowest In^iK gro^, those earning less- than $10,000. are receiving a smaller 
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10 

share of the total state 1nstiJUit4<)nar^enef1ts than thp1r proportion of the 
state's f)opulat1on. In contrast, the three highest income groups reap a 
larger proportion of- the institutional subsidies as compared to their percentage 
of the population. These results are consistent with and can be explairied 
by consulting the educational representation indices constructed }in "An Analysis 
of the Family Incomes of Full-Time Collegiate Students in New Jersey" anci 
reproduced in the appendix, Table A. - In summary, these indices dfet^rmined the 
extent to which the lower income groups were underrepresented and higher income 
groups overrep,resented in the New Jersey higher^education system. SiVice the 
distribution of institutional subsidies is de()endent on student participation 
rates in the system, the differences between the percentages referred to above* 
are expected. >^ 

Table 3 als(J displays institutional benefits per student by dividing the 
institutional subsidies which accrued to each income group by the full-time 
equivalent students enrolled from that group. The average public subsidy 

If* * V 

received by a student increases with the annual family inco;ne until $15,000 
and then falls off dramatically for incomes over $25,000. Again, the Commission's 
earfier publication on the family income distributions of students cited above 
provides evidence for this result. The indices of income group representation 
displayed in appendix' Table B show that students from families with incomes 
between $0-12,000 are concentrated most heavily ,in the community college sector, 
the public sector with the lowest state support level. Middle income students, 
defined as those from families earning between $12*000-21 ,000, appear ii^^reatest 
relative magnitudes in the st%te colleges and Rutgers, the'two roost /^ighly 
subsidized sectors. Stvdents in the over $25,00(r income groun shew the lowest 
average per student institutional benefit ($855), because of their h1?h propensity 
to attend the independent and least subsidized sector. 



In suinnary, benefits from institutional aid arS distributed through /^he 
participation of students,. i,n a given 'sector from families within specific income 
brackets. As a result, groups that have traditionally been underrepresen;feed 

. ' / • ^ \ 

in higher education, mainly the lower income groups, receive a di spf oportionately 

7 • ■• • > ^ 

small share of the state support allocated to institutions in New Jersey. 

Student Aid > Sttident aid benefits consi^t-tTf any public monies disbursed 

directly to New Jersey student^ in po^t-secondary education for the express 

purpose of assisting them to meet the financial cost of their education. These 

programs transfer funds from a government agency to an el.ig.ibt'e student. A student; 

is considered eligible through participation in higher education and demonstration 

^f financial need and/or merit as defined by the individual program. The latter 

eligibility requirements clearly iet student aid apart from institutional aid. 

In addition, since student, al\l- program^ target their resources to specific groups 

of students, the Vli-stribution bf these benefits is cpptingent upofl the recipients, 

• ' % r ^ . 

the award amounts given to them and th-e income level of their families. - y 

' ^ - • , / 

Table 4 displays the distribution of s'tate student aid benefits. These 
state student aid benefits i*nclude monies disbursed -through the State Scholarship 
and Incentive Program^,, C^nty College Rradluate .Scholafshtps, Tuition Assistance 
Grants and tt)^. £ducatiorfal Ooportur^ity Fund. fAppfendix Table -C d'isplays these* 
state student aid programs indfvitlually. ) 

The^ nature and allocation guidelines of student financial aid become clear 
when the distribution of their "benefits js examined. The benefits per student 
decline sharply as family income rises, which Implies a relationship between receipt 
of aid and ability to payr' In addition, the percentage of student aid benefits 

received by the lower three income grougs Is shown to be higher than their propor- 

\ ' / 

tlon of the New Jersey population as described in the final two columns of Table 

• *■ 

4. Whereas lairge portion of i.nstltutlona] aid benefits accrued to those In 

/ * ' ■» ' 

higher inwrne brackets, stated student financial aid tends to counteract the 
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distributional effects of institutional aid. 

J Table 5 aggregates all state benefits disbursed through programs of 
institutional and student aid. The impact of state student aid on the distribution 
of all state aid benefits is 1 imited^^bp^ause state subsidies to institutions out- 
number those to students by approximately 9 to 1. Since student financial ^id 
iJrograms concentrate the majority of* their resources in the lower income categories, 
this^is precisely where their effect is greatest. The beneii>t9 per student 
column Of Table 5 shows that the receipt of student aid causes a substantial 
wpreras-e in state benefits received by Tower income students. 

/ ♦ 

Federal Programs 

Information regarding Federal programs was, once again, not easily accessible. 
Analysis was therefore J imi ted to several major *€iilw al proqrams although many 
more are known, to exist. The inclusion of just these few serves a variety of 
purposes. The amount of money allocated by these Federal programs Is substantial 
and may grow over the next several yeans. The impact of thesq programs is, 
therefore, recognized by state^ policymakers and considered in the design of J ~ 
state student aid programs. .Finally, the distrlbution-of these Federal costs 
and benefits provide New Jersey with solfne basis for comparison. 

Table 6 aggregates student aiti benefits from three major federal programs-- 
the Basic Educational Opportunity Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity 
Grants and College Work-Study Programs. (Appendix fable D displays the 
Federal student aid programs individually.) 
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ill Table 6 
The Distribution of Federal Student Aid Benefits to New Jers^ 



FamiTy' Income * 



Benefits 



%.of Total Benefits 



$0-2,999 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
($10,000-14,999 
V$l 5, 000-24, 999 
$25,(JO0 and Over 

TOTAL 



$ 5,575,000 


2^:2% 




3,773,000 


16.4 




4,436,000 


19.3 


1 


3,656,000 


15.9 


/ 


3,777,000 


16.4 




1,799,000 


7.8 




0 


.0.0 




$23,916,00Q 


150.0- -. 





Source: Federal benefits total derived from DHE data listing BEOG, SEOG antl 
CWSP allocations 'to New Jersey institutions. Distribution, by income group 
biased on .national distributions. A complete list of sources i? listed in 
appendix Table D^- ^ ^ 

1 

In comparing the tren^ii>distributions of Federal and state student li^id it should 
be noted that the Federal programs appear to target more.aia to the lower ^ 



income groups as indicated by the percenj:age o'f total aid each receives. *The 
State Scholarship Program accounts for a part of this discrepancy,' since, it is the 
only student aid program of those analyzed with a merit' requirement and not ^ ♦ 
based solely on need. - ^ * 



WHO PAY^? ^ ^ ' \ ^ 



Costs are defined in this paper as any taxes paid in( support of the state 
. and Federal aid programs considered in the previous section. 

It is obvious to 'all taxpaying citizens that these taxes are based on two 
^separate tajp structures. State revenues allocated to institutional and student 
aid are raised from tafces imposed by New Jersey.- -Federal programs are supported 
by revenues generated from United States taices. (This dichotomy does .not hold 
for Federal-state matching programs. For such programs the' amount of benefits 
disbursed has be'en reducetJ to reflect'only the Federal contribution.) 

Identifying the specific taxes from which educational revenues are generated 
is extremely difficult. It is. clear, however, that a majority of state benefits 
are supported by general taxes, excluding reve^^ues from the state lottery which 

. \- - 

• comprise a smitll percentage of the higher education budget. State resources 

/ 

budgeted to higher education are assumed to have been raised from tdxes other 
.than corporate or business taxes. Those who ultimately pay busiriess 
^and corporate taxes have never been satisfactorily designated; it ^s therefore 
difficuUjto. allocate these costs to income groups^ *0n the other hand, revenues 
raised througli sales, ^fuel, cigarette and motoif^vehicle taxes accounted for 
I over 70% of the receipts from major taxes in fisc^ff^ear 1975-76*^ 

Table 7 shows the proportion of total state taxes paid and the effective 
rate of taxation borne b> each income group. The effective rate of taxation 
is defined as the percentage of a family's annual income that, wijl, on average,* 
.find its way to the state treasury. 



"Source: State of New Jersey Budget Fiscal 1975-76. * ' * 

' - 25 

^, ' - . ' . ■ r". 

•erIc t - 16 < 



ERIC 




Source; ^ New Jersey Tax PoT/fcy Conmittee, A972 

Xf\e diFfective rates ft)r f^ew Jersey portray 4 regressive tax sys^ern for 
i/rfcori|es over $3,000* An e^Decially, ^tlvantageous position is held. by those 



earn 



\'mg ,in excess. of $25,000 a year. The proportion of taxeXJfaid by an 



ng th^ 

For instance, if the lowest 



income groups 
the sfate tStx feveriues and these taxes are 



income group ia rel'ated to the effective rate through the. number' of families' . 
and their mediati income. Although New Jersey's tax struq^ure is clearly* 
regressive, the V^rcenta^a-of state taxes ^a:id by each income group, taken* alone, 
does Qpt .appear to substantiate thaJnfact. 

, The proportion of, taxes pai^;s|extreme1y useful in distributing tfjjp costs 
of putflic iDrograms among the vanou 
income group is g^eneratfng 1.1% ofy 
' being used support *the state Kljefits discussed earlier, this group is 
(hfen, bearing '1A% of .the costs/f these programs. The (distribution of costs of 
any sta^e expenditures suppoj^ing post-secondary education to income groups is,^ 
therefore^ assumed to eqfta/the percentage of taxes paid by a given group 
fliultipLted by the amountyof state benefits; being'.considered. 

As in..the stat6 sj^tem, determining the effective rates and evj^fitual use 
of Fedepal tax revenu/s rs a complex process. It^is assumed herein that / 
Federal subsidies tcy^tudent.aid programs have been, raised ff^ Fedejpal persoaaj 



/ 



18 



incofte tax receipts. The information displ-ayed in Table 8 is related to 



the Federal ' income tax. 



J ■ 



Table 8 
Federal Tax Burden 



Family IncSme 


Effective Rate 


t of TotaT*'?axes 


Paid 


$0-2,999 . 


■ w 








$3;000-4,999 


1 v; . 




1.2 




$5,000-7,499 


12.1 




4.3 




$7,500-9^,999 


12.4 




■5.9.. 




$10,000-14,999 


14.6 • 


$ 


18.3 


I 


$15,000-24,999 


• 17.4 




29.8 




$25,000 and Over 


■ 2^.4 ■ - 




40.2 















^^^^ 



Source: Statistics of Inc(>me, 1972, Department of the Treasury^ \ 

IRS, Publication 79, January 1975. \ 

New Jersey Tax Policy Commktee, 1972, ^ ' ^ — ^ 



The progressive nature o'f tffe 



Federal Income tax is well known and 
clearly viiible from the effective tax rates Visted irr Talble 8. In addition, 

when the /ercentage ol total stat^ and Feder/ taxes paid by each incoine group 
is comparjed, the Inifj/acplof-progressivity is /revealed 

State Prjoqraij^ 

Infetituib.iogial ' Aid> I Table 9. displays 'the cAstribution of the costs associated 



with state Programs of institutional a 



14.' Tc 



Iterate, the /distribution of the 



ciD|St^ of ar\y public expenditures in support *f lost-secondary education Is a ^ 

function of the total benefits disbursed ^nd the percentage of taxes paid. 

/ ' 

The total benefits ate, therefore, listed above the d1sagg.re,gated cost figures 
to clearly Illustrate methodology. The' percentage' of total costs must by defini- 
tion equal the lercentage of total sute tiaxes paid and its inclusion is 
solely for-cTafiflcatloh purposes. Ime cdsts per family In Table^ represent 
the average amount families In 4ach Incbme group pay In support of state subsidies 
to Institutions. Althoupfi this o<5sip^ family lipcreases wHh income untiT 
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$25,000,. it should be apparent that thpese costs decline as a percentage of 
income, particularly for income^ in excess of $7,500. The regressivity of the 
tax structure is obviously the reason and will ensure the same outcome for the 
distribution oT state student aid costs. 

Student Aid . The costs of state student aid programs are allocated to 
income groups in Table 10. The relative proportion of costs borne by each 
family income group for student aid is identical to those presented for institutional 
aid because the source of revenues to support both is the New Jersey tax system. 
The absolute dollar costs of student aid are less than the costs associated with 
institutional aid simply because^ the- ^amount d? state resources applied to each 
is so different^ 

^In Table 11 all costs associated with student aid and insti tutiorjal 
subsidy programs are aogreaated and allocated via the tax structure to all Income 
Th 

i 



groups. The costs per family listed in the final column of Table 11 can be 



r 

murit of monev oaid annually bv ever 

Jersey to finance the state programs considered in this paper. 



^nsidered the avera^ amoun^of money paid annually by every family in New 



- Feder^ Programs 

The costs of the t^re§ Federal ai^ programs* analyzed in this paper are . - '«y 

distrtbuted in Table 12. The effect (if a progressive tax system is seen clearly / 

from thj^* percentage of Federal taxes^borne by each group 5 its impact on the 

allocation of costs is immediate. 
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INCOME REDISTRIBUTION • 



Net benefits are defined as the difference between the benefits received 
and the taxes incurred by any income group or fami1i\. . ^ x 

Net benefits from public support of higher education are determined by 
~' comparing the distributio*!^ of costs and benefits as a result of similar programs.' 
Great care' has been takeni in this' paper to specify both cost and benefits 
distribution as completejy and clearly as possible. The determination of net *^ 
benefits simply involvesj a set of subtractions of the appropriajte costs from the,_- 
^ corresponding benefits, For state expenditures, these computations can be both 
income and sector specijic, while for.the Federal student aid programs analysis 
was limited to income groups. ' . ' ' ..-^^ 




State Programs 

Institutional Aid . The distribution of net instiTi tutional benefitst^i^f^ 
Table 13 illustrates the, nature and, degree to wh^lch^aJJ^^^n of New Jersey monies 
to instUutions redistributes real' income. ' The t^aj^het institutional aid • 
benefits shown in Table l>^tlecrease...*t^1^ with f^nily ^income up to the' 
%1 ^^^A^y^^^^i^f^^ Jtm 'group also exhibits the largest net outflow in 
aJisaWfTdolTars , $12,106^000. thereafter net benefits increase rapidly to 
the >r^est' value of $13,800,000, cahich 'is received hy^ fami lies/ with incomes 
between $15,000 and $25,050. In short, income is redistribdted from those groups 

bPtween $5,000 and $15,000 to ill 1 othpr income groups in New Jersey. . . 
^ . The net impact of stat^ subsidies to 'institutions on the aver^age family 

with-in_eAjCh group is shown/n the last column of Table T3. These dollar 

^ amounts measure the net effect* of institutional d^d programs across all economic 

^ units, incUrdi'ng families with and wi4:hbut children in.collegei Net benef^ 

per famfTy portray a slightly different •pictui'e than did th^ net total dollar 

,- *■ ^ ► 

/'^ benefits^r Agairf, the $7^500-10,000 group recei^ves the largest nejgative net 
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subsidy.' However, the largest positive net subs^idy per family, $57,70j accrues 
to individual families in the highest income category. 

The distribution of net benefits is a comparison of the benefit and cost 
' dollars computed, earl ier,. These dollar amounts referred to a common pool of 
. funds in which the costs represent the source aijd the benefits represent the recipient. 
A discussion of net benefits can, therefore, focus on the factors influencing 
these cost. and\^ne^t distributions without involving the absolute amounts. 
ThiS; simplification enhances the interpretation and explanation of the total net 
institutional aid benefits displayed in Table 13. 

The primary factor Effecting the distribution of insti tut4onal aid benefits 
is the rate at which students from differfent income^groups participate in each 
sector of higher. education. The state tax structure, as described by the * , 
^ i percentage of tdtal tax^ borne each income group, determined the distribution 
of institutional aid coits. These two distributions are compared in Table 14; 
they were initially displayed in this report, in Table 2 and Table 8. The 
I difference between tf^ percentage of benefits received and the percentagesof 
taxes paid ,is defined as marginal net benefits. 

' Table 14 

" Marginal Net Benefits From Institutional Aid by Sector 



Family Income Community Co>1eges. State Colleges ^Rutgers Independents 




$0-2', 999 

$3,000-4,999 '1.4 v:. y 

.$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
M?,0p0-24.999 
gS ibb^Jtnd "(Over .-V • 



3.3% 


2A% 


2.1% 




.2 


.7 


^5.1. ■ - 


1 -5.4 


-6.6 


-5.6 ^ 


-8.4 ^ 
-5.9 \ 


-9.6 


.-3.4 


-11.5 


7.0 


\ ■ 


5.8' 


2.6. 


6.6 


19.2 



The numbers listed in Table 14 are designated as marginal because they 
s!0ecify the pet impact of one monstary unit .(i.e. dollar) of public Subsidy to 
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any given sector. For example > one puyic dollar appropriated to the^ community, 
co-llege sector will yield net benefits of 7.4i.to the lowest income group, « . 

1.4* to the next highest group, -3.3(t to the $5,000-7,500 income group and so 
on down that dolumii. ^ * 

It is important to note that this sort of analysis assumes stable participation 
rates. Additional subsidy dollars allocated to institutions could cause a -shift 
In enrollment ^patterns due to either improved quality or lower tuition. This 
issue can only be addressed by incorporating tuition elasticities which at this 
time are not known for New Jersey. Furthermore, this analysis is negated only_ 
if increased subsi(^ies .cause a shift in the percentage diistribution of students 
from Various family income levels. There is no evidence at this point that any 
modest increase in public subsidies would affect/changes of such magnitude that 
we need to be conce^ned. ' ^ 

Tables 13 and 14 vividly portxay the fate of families earning between 
$5,000 and $15,000. It is clear that their participation rate in any sector never 
exceeds the percentage of taxes they are pacing. Consequently the net benefits 
they receive are negative in every case'. Families with incomes between $5,000 and 
$15,000 supply 60.6% of ta^ revenues applied to higher education. However, their 
percentage of sectoral -enrollments range^from a high of 46.6% in the .community 
colleges to a low of 32^*9^ in the independent sector. Fur^ermore, these 
families' comprise *sl1gl?tly over one-half (51.8%) bf the New Jer/^y population. 
Theref&re, given the current tax system, the marginal and total net benfefrtt. 
received by the $5,000-15,000 income group can only be increased substantially 
through a dramatic rise in^ their rate of college attendance relatij/e to that 
bf students from families with incomes above $15,000 and below $^,000. 



^Tuition elasticity refers to the change In demand for higher education, ^ i.e. 
^ «tttdent enrollments, which result from a change In the price of higher education. 
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Table 14 contains several illuminating figures which are discuss^briefly 

below. / /' 

1. The two ;K)west i^ncome groups are aidecf most thr^ough subsidies^to the 

commuiffty colleges because roughly 44.0% of thqir students are enroll^d'H^ 

( 

in that sector. 

2. Families- with incomes between $5,000 and ^$15,000 fare worst from public 
subsidies to independent institutions because the differential between 
the taxes they pay and. the percentage of benefits they receive is 

' ' greatest in this s e ctor. * 

3. The majority of net benefits received by the $15,000-25,000 income 
group accrue from subsidies to the state colleges and Rutgers as a"^ 
consequence^of their extremely high percentage of enrollments there. 



33. 8%, and 37.8% resfi.ective1y. ! 
Student Aid . The procedure for calculating the net benefitsjFrom student 
aid programs is identical to that ^jsed for institutional aijdK Once again, the 




associated cost and benefit distributions have been cprrfpletely specified and 
require only simple subtractions to determine ne;^ benefit amounts. The distribution 
of net s tate stude nt aid benefits shown in T^e 15^, therefore, the difference 
between data compiled in Tables 4 and IN/ ' / ^ . 

Net institutional aid ber\e^»w^re dg>6ttTieT?t^on two^jor factors: > 1) the^New 
•J^sey tax structure, atid 2| .the -T^at*^^ rates of students. The former 

remains as a factor in student ai^,/!a^ the latter i^^^r^^^ced by the guidelines 
and allocation procedures of;^^e financial aid prografrts. Therefore, while net 
benefits Vnofo institutiopjtff aid resulted in an irregular pattern by declining 
until the' $TO,ODp f^pJily income level and rising thereafter, the relatively 
.^frogressive distn butio n of student aid_dictates a somewhat different outcome. 

Net student aid benefits in general are inversely related to faiftily inAme, 
parti cularly-joa-a per family basis. Although f^imilies earning between $5,050 and/ 
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$7,500 constitute the only group moving from receipt of negative to positi>e 
net benefits, upon closer observation it is apparent that all four lower "income 
groups gain relatively higher net benefits from student aid than from ins^itu- 
tional aid. This point becomes clear if the net benefits received by each group 
and family listed in Table 15 are adjusted for the relative proportions of state 
expenditures appropriated to institutional and* student aid, a 9 to 1 ratio at 
present. Families with incomes above $15,000 receive negative net subsidies 
from state student aid due to the small proportion of benefits they obtain' from, 
such programs-. / 

^ ?ederal Programs • . 

The correlation betjveen income and net benefits is stronger for Federal 
than state student' aid programs as shown. in Table 16. . 

Table 16 

'The Distribution of NeCFederal Stubent Benefits 



t 



farivLb Income r^.. • - • - — tota?" I|et'' BeneTi ts 

$0-2,999 ' , $ 5,552^000 

$3,000-4,999 3,497,000 

$5,000-7,499 3,44&,000 

$7,500-»9,999 ' 2,298,000 

$10,000-14,999. . -435,000 

$15,000-24,999 . -5,060,000 

$25,000 and Over" t9, 2-52 ,000 



The $7,500-10,000 income group reaps positive net benefits from Federal aid, 

as ppposed tp the negative net benefits they receive in the state student aid 

distribution. Once again, the differential rates of taxation between Federal 

and state systelJS can explain this discrepancy. Although the $7,500-10,000 

income group contributes 17.2% of the state tax revenues, this group bears 

only 5.93» of the corresponding Fede^l costs. This Implies in marginal net berieflt 

terms that for the net benefits /Iceived by the $7.,500-10,000 families to be 



SUMMAR Y And conclusions 

^ The primary focus of t^is study is to analyze the equitability of current 
stiate pfcjgrams s\x^^op^}^\\\^\\^r education. Taxpayer equity was (ftfined ^t the 
oiltset the distribution of higrter jsducation costs on the basis of ability to 
. piy and commensurate with the distribution of higher education subsidies. 

JabVe 17- surtnarizes the net effect on each income group of all state programs 
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dered in this study. Table 
tiheir net impact on families witli 
results displayed in Table 17 in 
hose families with incomes betw 



18 describes these state programs in terms of 
students in* each collegiate sector. The 
licate that income is being redistributed from 
en $5,000 and $15,000 to families earning above 



515,000 and below $5,000. In addition the largest net siibsi^dy per ec^mic unit, 
M.92, is received by those fanilies earning above $25,000 while the smallest 
net subsidy^ $37.89\er family, accrues to families with iiKomes between 
$7,500 and $10,000. It. is clear^ that the receipt of net state aid benefits 
is not contingent on a grou^ cbility to pay and is therefore inequitable. ^ 

The regressive^ nature of the New Jersey revenue-raising process which 
demands a relatively high effective tax rate from tlho^e wtti) low incomes and 
receives the majority'of it^ funds from families between $5,000 , and $15^000; has / 
been^docwrented in Table 7. The distribution of state subsidies <|o^ not provide / 
those with incomes between $5,000 and $15,000 monetary benefits eqU^I to the amounts 
extra<:ted, in taxes to support higher education. In part then, the benefits ^ ' 
disbursed to the low and, higher inconje famil ies are financed by monies cVllected 
from those in the middle. For those families earning between $4,000 and 
$15,000, the disproj)prtionate1y high costs they are asked to bear, combined 
with the smaller share of monetary benefits accruing to them, constitute 
an obstacle to their participation in the system relative to other income groups 
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in the population. ' 

, A major cause of these. inequities is the large percentage of state aid 
appropriated to institutions. The distribution of net state student aid benafits 
is more in lifie with the concept of equity defined in this report. However, 
the impact of these student financial aid programs cannot overcome the combined 
effects of a regressive tax stT-ucture and the current distribution of institutional 
subsidies to produce a system which is equitable in the aggregate. 
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Table 18 

Npt State Aid Benefits Per Family With Student, By Sector 



Fami 1y 
Income 


Community 
Colleges 


State 
Colleges 


Rutgers 


Independents 


, $0^-2,999 


$856 


$1846 


$2958 


$1118 


$3,000-4.999 


992 


1757 


2980 


819 


$5,000-7,499 


638 


1589 


2662 


729 


,$7,500-9,999 


487 • 


1^73 


2390 


39'5 


$10,000-14,999 


455 


1305 


2268 


207 


$15,000-24,999 


428 


1261 


2204 


71 


$25,000 and Over 


422 


1229 


2141 


7 

t 


The (iistribution of net state aid benefits and the factors influencing it 
suggest sever-al policy changes which might be considered at the state level 



to produce a more equitable finaVicing system. 

1. Increase state student aid to students from families earning between 

$5,000 and $15,000*. Student aid funding would have to be increased and 
much of the additional monies disbursed to students in'tiibse income 
groups. This strategy would constitute a concerted effort to counteract 
the inequitable effects of institutional aid. 

2. Change the patterTis of distributing state institutional aid. The 
disproportionately high share of monetary benefits received by income 
.groups over $15,000 is caused in par^t by their overrepresentation in 
Rutgers and the state colleges, and by the relatively large st^te ^ 
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subsidies'granted these two sectors. A more uniform distribution of 
insti tutioHaT aid tn the pi/tlic sector would increase aid to the 
community colleges and consequently the benefits to low and low middle* 

r 

income groups. ^The principle of like support to public institutions 
for like students attempts to operational ize this change. 
3. Alter the state tax structure to generate state funds in a more 

progressive manner. The importance of the statue tax structure to the 
distribution of aggregate net benefits has been highlighted. It is 
clear that the regressive nature of the state tax structure is the 
major factor promoting inequity in the financing of post^secondary 
education. This particular finding is supported by the analysis of 
specific programs as well as the examination of the combined effects 
of all programs. » • . 

Several conclusions necessarily emerge at this poitit. ; First, in evaluating 
a plan for financing, higher education* equity should be a concern. Second, the 
Dresent system is inequitable and a change in the distribution Of costs of 
supporting post-secondary education is pro!??J)ly the most efficient way of 
promoting equity. Third, a gradual reduction ^of institutional subsidy will 
have a positive effect on the equitable distribution of net benefits. 

* 4 
m • 

f ' 

I 




''"1 



/ \ ... • ■ f 




ERIC 



\ 

/The distribution of net benefits -depends on a combination of factors * 
influencing the allocation of both costs and benefits, including: 

' - The rates at' wh.ich students from different income groups participate 
^ in each sector of-higher education. 

- The'levels of state subsidies to institutions. 

- The level and allocation of state student financial aid. 

- The structure of the state, tax system used to generate funds allocated 
to higher education. 

Shifts in state policies that would affect any -one or more of these factors 
would alter the distribution of net benefits. Evaluations of any distributional 
^ changes may be performed within th^ framework developed here. Two popular 
alternatives will be explored below it^lthough the number of possibilities is 
endless. 

The Impact of a Federal -Type Incoq^e Tax 

Over the last several years, New^rsey has been embroiled in a lengthy 
debate on tax reform. Numerous proposals have been set forth and discussed, and 
all have been rejected- The impact of the tax structure on the overall distribution 
of net benefits has been demonstra'ted and discussed throughout this paper. The 
alternatives for tax reform are limitless. The effect of any .change adopted, 
however, will most likely be to increase the progressivity of the current state 
^ax system. * 

The staff chose to investigate the impact on higher education finance of 
a New Jersey income tax modeled after the present Federal system. This could be 
administered* as a surcharge or otherwise but the effect On the distribution of 
costs would be the same. In other words, the benefits side of the higher^, 
educati^ ledger will remain constant, while the percentage <j^f taxes borne by 
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.each group is changed to that u^ed earlier to evaluate Federal student aid 
programs. ' V 

Table 19 lists the net state aid benefits combining the current distribu- 
tion of state benefits with a Federal tax system. ^ These figures, are useful 
fo'r comparison with ^hose in T^ble 17 in the summary section for state student 
and institutional aia programs. It is sh6wn through these two tables that all 
"'income group? and famtlies below $15,000 gain through the implementation of a 
Fedferal-type income tax. Since the percentage of taxes borne *by these groups 
is reduced under an income tax, this result is to be expected. Families earning 
between $7,50d and $10,000 show the largest gain in net benefit terms. Their relative 
position shiflls from that of having- the largest net outflow of benefits to \ 
a net inflow if over $9.6 million. The middle three income groups display 
positive net penefits as opposed to their earlier negative status. Their 
strong participation rates throughout the post-secondary system in conjunction 
with their reduced tax burden guarantee them a positive net subsidy. Finally, 
. it should be noted that the position of the two lowest income groups remains 
relatively unchanged. This static posi tion Ifnay result from the fact ,that even a 
regressive tax system will not generate a large amount of public resources 
because any percentage of a low number yields a low amount. In short, the 
role of subsidising post-secondary education ^ould shift from those with incomes 
between $5,000 and $15,000, to families with annual incomes in exdess of 
$25,000 under this. type of revenue-raising approach.. 

Using. a Federal income tax system to distribute costs. Table 20 
displays the net state aid benefits for all families with students in higher * ^ ' ' ^ 
education. Table 20, in comparison withTable 18, shows that all families 
earning less than $15,000 with children in college receive higher net benefits 
under a Federal type income tax. ^ , \ 
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Table 20 



/ 



Net State Aid Benefits Per Family With Student Using A Federal -Tjrpe- 
: . Income Tax, By Sector _| 



Family 
Income" 



Conmunity. 
Colleges 


State 
Colleges 


Rutgers 


Independents 


$ 861 


$1851 ' 


' $2963 


$1123, 


1008 


1174 


2997 


835', 


741 


1635 


2708 ; 


775 


552 


1439 


2456 


461 


493 • 


1343 


2306 


245 


. 412 


1245 


2188 


55 


-60 


747 


1658 


-476 



$0-2,999 
$3,000-4,999 , 
$5,000-7,499 ^ 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000-24,999 
$25,000 and Over 



A Tuition Free PuLtlic System 

Although the possibility of, a tuition free public system in New Jersey is 
remote at best, many educators -and politician^ nevertheless favor the idea. This 
section briefly examines the immediate change in the distributiop of net benefits 
which would result from st«te supported zero, tuition at the community colleges. 



state colleges and Rutgers. 



The effects of state student aid prpgrams'are excluded here because it is 
iitpossible to forecast their compos4tion under such a system. For comparative 
pirDjbses institutional , aid to the independent sector* was held consfamt at present 
livj^ls. Therefore, all the data laid out in the following pages are comparable 
to'^hat releted-to institutional aid under the current Mw Jersey financing ' 

Strategy. " . . f J ' ' f 

'..4 

Within the assumptions specified above and tfj^^lytifal-vfrattifework 
developed thus far, the effect of zdrp'tuition j^/lbif^slljf l^terlnined. The 
additional subsidies per student cited'below r%re^si^^9^^^,i%fnge fuitton and 
fee charges per full -tiipe equivalent student- They Ve^ conl^i|(d.W 



support a tuit4on free system. ' 

Community Colleges $418 ^"^..-^ ' 
. State Colleges 667>" 
Rutgers , . >718 



ERIC 



Source: HEGIS Form 2300-4, 1974 



48 



< 



40 

By applying these per student subsidies to current sector enrollments, 
the additional amount of state institutional benefits is established. Once 
these totaT benefits are specifieSd^ the analysis is reduced to distributing 
these benefits and costs among Income groups and corrtparing the results. 
Fortunately, this process can be circumvented due to t1ie marginal net benefits 
defined and computed etfrlier. The marginal net benefit matrtx in Table 14 
allows the measurement of net impact of one (or more) additional subsidy amounts 
to any or all.iS^ctors. . Table 21 displays the net benefits of the additional 
support necessary to implement, at the present time,, a zero tuition systOT for 
undergraduates. Additional benefits required by sector ^and the marginal net 

benefits of institutional aid are utilized. 

/ 

As one might expect, the burden of subsidizing this/ supplefteptal aid fall? 
to the $5,000-15,000 income group. The result of lar^^tefelTtutional ^ 
aid benefits, in cor/junctioh with the current regressive tax system and enrol 1- 
ment pattern, is to increase net Subsidies to the two highest «nd lowest groups, 
at the expense of those in the middle. 
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lnHir.es df Edurafei^ijn??-^ fieprei§I^^ for Fu.T*UTime Student? Enrolled 

• ' ' -^ :'\-^''^'^\ ' in New J^rsevMnstitutlons By Sector 



Annual 


Communi ty 


State 






N.J, 


Income 


Colleges 


Colleges 


Rutgers 


Independents 


Norm 


Lo'.r. thin $7,500 


.80* 


. 57 


.49 - 


.45 


.55 


$7,500-11,999 


1.03 


1.02 


.83 


/ .66 


.88 


$i:-,0flij-ld,999 


1.11 


1:22 


1.14 


.91 


1.12 ' 


tl ), 000-20, 999 


1.24 


1.48 ^ 


1.53 


1.23 


1.42 


Mn^- than $21 ,000 


.93 


.94 


1.28 . 


1.94 


1.26. 
















^80 



20 9 of student enrollment in the Coinnvnity College sector from 

^ families with less than $7,500 in Income y ' 

26.0 1 of all families, with dependents aged 18-2ir, earning less 
than $7,500 



Source; "An Analysis of the Family Incomes of Full-Time Collegiate Students in 

New Jersey", Commission on Fiiiaiucing Post-Secondary Educati#i, Princeton, 
New Jersey, September 1975. 



Table 

Indices ^of Income Group Representation . 
for Students in -New Jersey Institutions by Sector^^ 



Family 


Community 


State 




Income 


Coljeges 


_ Colleges 


Rutgers 


Less than $7,500 


1.46* 


1.04 


• .88 


$7,500-11,999 


1.18 


1.16 


.95 


$12,000-14,999 


.99 


~- — r7D9 


1.02 


$15,999-20,999 


.88 


1.05 


1.08 


More than $21 ,000 


.74 . 


.74 


1.02 



Independents 



.82 
.75 
:.83 
-..87 
1.54 



23.7 % of students from families earning less than $7,500 

—1.46 = / = enrolled in Community Colleges 

16.2 ' % of all students enrolled in Community Colleges 

Source: "An Analysis of the Family Incomes of Full-Time Collegiate Students in 

New Jersey." , -Commissi on on Financing Post-Secondary Education, Princeton, 
New Jersey, September 1975. 
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